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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the initial Office Action based on the 10/626192 application filed on July 24, 
2003. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on July 24, 2003 is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the Examiner has considered the IDS 
as to the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 to 5, 7 to 12, 14 to 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Silen, Patent No. 5,333,319. 

As per claim 1, Silen teaches a computer implemented method for adjusting a 
priority of an execution thread, said method comprising: 
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indicating that the execution thread needs a higher priority by updating a 
user mode accessible data area, (Column 5; Column 6, lines 35 to 55; Column 
9, lines 55 to 65: Each work unit, which is the equivalent of a thread, has a RWE 
associated with it that contains a field called NPRTY, which indicates a special 
priority to be used when the work unit is about to be preempted. The user mode 
accessible data area is the equivalent of the NPRTY field.) 

the indicating performed without increasing a priority corresponding to the 
execution thread; (Column 6, line 47: the priority is not changed until an 
interrupt happens) 

detecting a preemption event; (Column 9, lines 55 to 69: the lock manager 
detects whenever a higher priority unit interrupts a lower priority unit In Silen's 
disclosure, an interrupt happens when a higher priority unit requests for a lock 
that is currently held by a lower priority unit) 

reading the user mode accessible data area in response to the detected 
preemption event; and (Column 6, lines 35 to 55) 

shifting the execution thread's priority based upon the user mode 
accessible data. (Column 6, lines 35 to 55) 
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As per claim 8, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 1 . Since claim 1 is rejected, claim 8 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 14, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 1. Since claim 1 is rejected, claim 8 is 
rejected as well. 

As per claim 2, Silen teaches 

updating a priority offset amount prior to the execution thread entering a 
critical section, whereupon the priority offset amount is included in the 
user mode accessible data; and whereupon the shifting of the execution 
thread's priority is based upon the priority offset amount. (Column 6, lines 
35 to 55: the EPRTY contains the amount of priority offset) 

As per claim 9, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 2. Since claim 2 is rejected, claim 9 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 15, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 2. Since claim 2 is rejected, claim 15 is 
rejected as well. 
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As per claim 3, Silen teaches 

setting a critical section flag within the user mode accessible data 
indicating that the execution thread is in the critical section; and (Column 
6, lines 45 to 55: Since the current dispatching affinity can be re-enabled after it 
has been raised for the execution of a critical section, it is inherent in the 
teaching of Silen that a flag was set to indicate that execution is in the critical 
section such that the original priority may be restored after exiting the critical 
section.) 

setting a priority applied flag within the user mode accessible data 
indicating that the execution thread's priority has not been shifted. (Column 
5, lines 40 to 45: Although the EPRTY contains the escalated priority, unless it is 
set, it will not override the current priority. The flag that sets the EPRTY is 
equivalent of the priority applied flag.) 

As per claim 10, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 3. Since claim 3 is rejected, claim 10 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 16, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 3. Since claim 3 is rejected, claim 16 is 
rejected as well. 
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As per claim 4, Silen teaches 

wherein the detecting, reading, and shifting further comprise: determining, 
at a kernel process, that the critical section flag has been set and that the 
priority applied flag indicates that the execution thread's priority has not 
been shifted; performing the shifting in response to the determination; and 
setting the priority applied flag indicating that the thread's priority has been 
shifted. (Column 6, lines 45 to 55; Column 5, lines 40 to 45: The lock manager 
can be considered as a kernel process) 

As per claim 11, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 4. Since claim 4 is rejected, claim 1 1 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 17, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 4. Since claim 4 is rejected, claim 17 is 
rejected as well. 

As per claim 5, Silen teaches 

setting the critical section flag within the user mode accessible data 
indicating that the execution thread is no longer in the critical section; 
receiving a second preemption event at the kernel process; determining, at 
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the kernel process, that the critical section flag is no longer set and that the 
priority applied flag indicates that the execution thread's priority has been 
shifted; (Column 6, lines 45 to 55; Column 5, lines 40 to 45; Column 10 lines 40 
to 60: The newly changed priority would stay constant until it is preempted the 
second time and must undergo redispatching.) 

re-shifting the execution thread's priority by the priority offset amount in 
response to the determination that the critical section flag is no longer set 
and that the priority flag indicates that the execution thread's priority has 
been shifted; and resetting the priority applied flag indicating that the 
execution thread's priority is no longer shifted. (Column 45, lines 35 to 55: 
The method step of resetting the flag is inherent in Silen's teaching.) 

As per claim 12, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 5. Since claim 5 is rejected, claim 12 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 18, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 5. Since claim 5 is rejected, claim 18 is 
rejected as well. 



As per claim 7, Silen teaches 
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wherein the indicating is performed in response to the execution thread 
entering a critical code section that utilizes a shared system resource. 

(Column 6, line 52; Column 9, lines 55 to 65: the lock is the equivalent of the 
shared system resource.) 

As per claim 20, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 7. Since claim 7 is rejected, claim 20 is 
rejected as well. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 

(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 

under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 6, 13, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Silen, Patent No. 5,333,319 in view of Janssen et al., Pub No. US 2006/0037025 
(hereafter Janssen). 

As per claim 6, Silen teaches 

comparing the execution thread's shifted priority with a priority 
corresponding to a waiting thread; (Column 10, lines 1 to 5) 
and continuing execution of the execution thread if the execution thread's 
shifted priority is superior to the waiting thread's priority. (Column 6, lines 
45 to 50) 

Silen does not teach 

preempting the execution thread if the waiting thread's priority is superior 
to the execution threads shifted priority; 
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however, Janssen teaches 

preempting the execution thread if the waiting thread's priority is superior 
to the execution thread shifted priority for the purpose of letting the threads 
with extremely high priority to run regardless of the fact that the lower priority 
threads had been raised, (paragraph 35 and 36) 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention was made to have modified the invention of Silen with 

preempting the execution thread if the waiting thread's priority is superior 
to the execution threads shifted priority, 
as taught by Janssen, because it lets the threads with extremely high priority to run 
regardless of the fact that the lower priority threads had been raised. 

As per claim 13, it is a system that contains all the components capable of performing 
the method steps of claim 6. Since claim 6 is rejected, claim 13 is rejected as well. 

As per claim 19, it is a computer program product, which contains all the instructions 
capable of performing the method steps of claim 6. Since claim 6 is rejected, claim 19 is 
rejected as well. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MengYao Zhe whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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6946. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday Through Friday, 7:30 - 5:00 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Del Sole can be reached on 571-272-1 130. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



EST. 



M.Z. 




